Proposed national mitigation strategies for earthquake risk reduction in Turkey from legislative, economic, and technical aspects. The strategies were targeted to different time frames of 1-10 years. Bui et al. (2000) Natural, man-made Pre-crisis, crisis, post-crisis Proposed a framework for designing a Global Information Network (GIN) for humanitarian assistance and disaster relief operation. Components of the GIN were identified based on three crisis stages.
Faulkner (2001) Identified contributors to the pervasive risk of man-made and natural disasters in developing nations: poverty and poor health care of population, aging physical infrastructures, underfinanced public bureaucracies, and incapacitated emergency response infrastructure.
Hensgen et al.
Crisis Signal detection, preparation, containment, recovery, learning Added chaos and stress into the five-phase crisis management framework proposed by Mitroff (1988) . Suggested added emphasis on signal detection.
Study Event Stages of Management Major Outcomes
Hwacha ( 
Appendix B Partial Snapshot of the Ontology Browser Provided to the Experts in the Delphi Study
In order to validate and rate the elements of our developed ontology structure, we needed to assemble experts in the domain of natural disaster management from all regions of the United States. Our goal was to have a good geographic coverage of experts in the 50 U.S. states. We made every effort to have a large pool from the 50 states in order to achieve adequate geographical coverage. That is, a total of 50 respondents, one from each state, would give us full geographic coverage of the 50 states, while a total of 50 respondents from one state would be very poor geographic coverage.
State government officers who worked in the department of disaster/emergency management were considered potential experts knowledgeable in this domain. Based on a list of 50 official state emergency/disaster management websites, we identified over 1,500 potential experts who were working for state governments in the United States. The contact data were assembled from the websites listed in Appendix H. The data were located on various pages on the websites, including About Us, Contact Us, Functional Divisions, Organization Charts, and Staff List, or by a search in the database of the state government. We further screened the pool of potential participants based on their functions and job titles that could be potentially related to the domain of disaster management. For example, those who were responsible for financial analysis, accounting, law enforcement, and so on were excluded from the pool. We kept contact data for those whose job titles were, for example, director of emergency management agency, director of functional divisions such as preparedness, training, planning, response, recovery, and mitigation. The final pool consisted of 1,485 names of individuals whose jobs and expertise could be potentially suitable for our purpose.
Letters for invitation for expert participation were sent to the pool. After three weeks, 718 reminder e-mails were sent to potential experts for whom we had identifiable e-mail addresses. We received 73 responses from experts whose jobs were related to disaster management and who were willing to serve as experts in our Delphi process. This gave us 100% coverage of four regions (north, south, east, and west), 100% coverage of divisions (New England, Middle Atlantic, East North Central, West North Central, South Atlantic, East South Central, West South Central, Mountain, and Pacific), and 78% coverage of states. Appendix D provides a map of regions and divisions.
In Round 2, only those who needed to provide further updates provided second responses, which included 29 experts from 18 states. For the subsequent analysis, we cleansed the data by removing ratings of experts whose responses were all 10, which indicated a lack of attention and commitment to the study. The final pool consisted of 61 experts in Round 1 and 29 in Round 2, all of whom were active in managing websites of 31 states, providing us with 100% region and division coverage and 62% of states.
In this appendix, Table C1 provides the details of expert coverage in regions, divisions, and states in Rounds 1 and 2. Table C2 lists the job titles of the experts who participated in the Delphi process. The job titles varied from state to state, since the administration structures in relation to NDM websites vary across states. However, the reported job titles reflect the salient authority of the experts who participated in the Delphi study. 
Appendix D The Regions and Divisions of the States in the United States
The U.S. Census Bureau groups the 50 states into 9 divisions and the 9 divisions further into 4 regions.
Source: http://www.eia.doe.gov/emeu/reps/maps/us_census.html
Appendix E Validated Ontology and Importance Ratings
For the expert rating, we used the final rating of each expert for each element. If an expert made changes in the second round of the Delphi study, we used the new ratings. Otherwise, the ratings from the first round were deemed final. For the newly added elements, we used the available ratings (i.e., those from the second round). Table E1 reports elements at levels 2-4. With the single element at level 1, the validated ontology has 209 elements on its 1-4 levels. 
